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ABSTRACT 

This paper presents findings of a study that 
teachers' and parents' attitudes toward teacher evaluation, 
particularly in regard to the usefulness of instruction-based 
instruments to measure holistic, integrated classroom practices. A 
pilot teacher assessment instrument was developed and field~tested 
seven schools in which holistic methods were practiced. Interviews 
were also conducted with 10 elementary school principals and 9 
teachers who had established holistic, integrated practices. Findings 
indicate that although the principals endorsed holistic, integrated 
practices, they were reluctant to alter the status quo of using a 
direct instruction-based evaluation instrument. Teachers who were 
evaluated by principals unfamiliar with holistic instruction 
expressed frustration and disappointment, viewing their principals' 
observations as missed opportunities for both teachers and 
administrators. A conclusion is that the teacher-evaluation 
instrument is much less important than the processes of negotiation 
and collaboration between teachers and administrators. The teacher 
evaluation instrument should be collaboratively developed; negotiated 
by participants for agreement of form and content; controlled by 
participants for shared decision making in how the instrument is 
used; able to assess the complexities of holistic, integrated 
classrooms; learning-centered; revised as participants change and 
grow; and used to foster collegial interchanges. (LMI) 
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^olitT^Ttl"^^^^^^^^ Philosophical and 

evolving child-centered, holL?ic in?ea.^^^^^ Teachers are 

^"st^r-c\^-.^^^^^^^^^^ 

.ethodo,ogy and teacher e^^lua^Ton f/st^e^r^orTh^e ^T^^^ 

holistL,^?n?eTrltSrintt'rTc\^^^ classrooms where 

apparent that"^ curren? teacher evaTu^'^tfnn^^^ ongoing, it becomes 
adequate to assess the practices in thl.. .^"^truments are not 
real mismatch between the Sder?vina t.n.?. J^^^f rooms. The very 
practice and the direct liJSLt-Tot °^ holistic, integrated 
Integrated, holistic prScJice an^fh. ^ • ^^^5°^''^ glaring, 
simply are not compatiSe (s^iitf 199?) ^"^^f instruction modll 
performance in integrated holistic ^li. evaluating teacher 

developed for a direct instruct\ona^i -^1/^ InSf eLlSl^^f 

TO a l-U'^eiTeU^f It'^ purposes, 
for continued employment or fiLncit^il ^^^""^^^^ ^^^^^^^ 
extent, evaluation hL been used ?2 p?ovi.^^^^^^^ ^ lesse^ 

to receive feedback about their te^ri^rf ^^^^^^^^ opportunity 
thought, and facilitate profess Zona 3 ^^^^'^^^^e reflective 

practitioners be evaluatS^fStrnr v. holistic 
they are evaluated by a system Ld in^t^^^ "meaningful feedback if 
best, inappropriate? ^^^^^"^ ^^d instrumentation which are, at 

based' o'n'T'dlrect' in"truSj?oi'^mo°de?"""^"^ ^^^-tion systems are 
Essential Elements of Inst ^^^^^^^^^ Madeline Hunter's 

in a survey of 34 school diJt?ic?s iL^^^. (Hunter 1982) . m fact, 
xn Which our university resides we fo?,n*^ H inetropolitan are4 
performance evaluation systtmt used w.? k^^^ °^ teacher 

model (Enz & Searfoss 1991) ^^^^^ °" EEI Hunter 

As Smith (1990) noted: 

tns?r'uctL„a°f agencies "t7' v ^^f -^^s , intermediate 
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The focus Of this three-year project was to understand: 

Trll^lt W?th"i5^ct°ins\^r%'c"t\""'- -tegratea 

* principals' perclpti^; and 

holistic practitl oners concerns of assessing 

* th^^rSr of'TeLher'^e^A^^^^^^^^^ P^^^"' 
instruction. ^^^^^^^ evaluation m holistic, integrated 



Method/Overview 

extens?ve^?i?ierof°fh:^i°ter'at;r^^ °' ^^^^'^^ -"ducted an 

peer coaching, holistic phAosophv anT^''''""^ ^^^^^^^ evaluation? 
the wisdom of practice, andl^? deter^?!^;^^^"'^"^- ^° understand 
perceptions of evaluation in ho?iS?i .-^^.^ P^^Pose, and 

sought the perspective and Lnf^f ' ^"^egrated classrooms we 
evaluated holistic practTces^anH T^^^^ principals whS had 

striving to implement Jn' rntearated°'''>f ^^^^^ers who we?f 
Intensive, structured interviews w^^h' ^°l^stic philosophy, 
employed to establish commSn issues a 2^^""^"^^^ probes Ser; 
analysis of the interviews anl ^ T ^^^^^P^^^ies. Content 

evaluation systems and instruments led'^'^o^^t ^^'"^ ^^^^^er 
pilot instrument. ^umenrs led to the development of a 

sites"w\^e';e h'o\i^s\\°c%ir^^^^^^^ at seven school 

wti^"^^° ^^^^ us. During the pi?o? ^t^^^ Principal wai 

oiSi ^^l^^^ility and validitj^ issues bt,f^^f "".^^^ concerned 
problems, such as who evaluated when '>^o ""^^^ practical 

of vocabulary, definitions, and^he fWm^i-'"^''^^'^^ agreement 
We have collaborated with aoDrnvTrn I n °^ document, 
teacher teams through a ESJS^u"'^^^^^ ^0 teacher and student 
supervision of Holistic Practices' '^^v'"^'^'"^ "Assessment JSd 
""^^ and purposes Of ev^.i?^'."^ instrument as a 

^^inc?i'f teachers (pre^seJSicJ Ind ^^^"^ examined 

principals. «=j-vice and in-service) and their 

What follows is an acrnnr.-t- u 
assessment was the tip of aTfch 1^1°" discovered that teacher 

:SluVrtro--coul"/ a 

validity Of teacher assess^n^'^nstrurents! °' "Proving'!?^ 

teachS^vXatTors/stlt TL?LT'°''^-- "'"^^ - the role of . 
teachers strive to B^ve'^to^a^d t^L ivtf T"'^"'' ihstructio„?°'Aj 
they (or can they) be evalujjed fJirlS for "^truction, hov can 

lairiy for their efforts? Can 
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holistic, integrated beliefs? instrument based on 



Results 



partiJ?pa1."ts^?n^Tea4°er'™ ^i^n^i • 

included interviews with ten elernent ^^'''^^ ^^^^ 

principals selected had exDerT^nr^l ^- Principals. The 

integrated practices. In sorne sch^^^^^^^ in evaluating holistic, 
a commitment to holistic, intearated' fnJ^''^ faculties had mad4 
schools were a mixture of classrooms "^^^^ °ther 

holistic, integrated practices! ^ direct instruction and 

jajor1a?Lrns'f.frged! 'ftr7t'^l,Z7r^r °/ P-ncipals, two 
the direct instruction-based' teTcher °^ P^^^^iP^ls felt 
accurately identified effective cn^L^ instruments 
buildings; and, second, these same fn^^^^ teachers in their 
narrow, surface aspects of tea china ^1.^''^?"^^ documented only 
instruments they were usina acf .^ r?.'^ % Principals reported the 
ability to capture Sh^lni-lcatt fnt^,^^^^ limited" in thai? 

students, and the lea^ninrT • ^"^^ractions between teacher 
Classrooms. The dlreS-?n2?ruetY^^^^ in holistic, in^JgJaJed 

the complex nature of teachi^" ^^^^^ 2 ^ ^^^^ reveal 

Often based on years ^of^jfo^Lp^^^^^- r o^bTerSS?^ 

them t'o'^La^inr hr SSy'^m^^.^^Tu "In^^ - as.ed 

direct-instruction e va lua^a on instrument to "^'^^^ P^^^^^t 
Of holistic, integrated classrooms ?oon^ improve the assessment 
they expressed great reluc?anSe tl alt^.- ^^^P^^=^ ^"d amazement, 
endorsing holistic, integrate? practil..^ ^^^^^}'^ ^ven afte^ 

the teachers they had observed in thSJJ ^'"'''•"^ ^^^^ P^^i^^ to 
for., attitude was summarized ^Vone'^pS^cfpirrnThl. ^ "^^^^ 



inJegra^^Sian^g^uagf teaLLrsr-do "^b^^ ^^^^ 
top out on the instrument ^L '- ^^^^^^^ they already 
their district status TmeVitn.v"^^ it doesn't affect 
change it? (i^erit pay, m this case), why 

What began as an effnr-t- -i-^ ^ 
evaluation instrumenrsJof Sca^e fTust^^^^ alternative teacher 
first reactions from principals ifnif J ^u"^' however, when our 
niatter what instrument^ they used Ef /..^ ' ^ ''^^ ^^^l^V 
us, would always "score hig^h'^ or "ton nT,^V''^ teachers, they told 
were reguired to use, rega^rdless o^h^e^t^he^^^it^^r.^^-rS^^ 1^7, 
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trltlicei ou^^^^ °^ holistic, integrated instruction 

trvina to* hnn^ ^ k A '^"'^^^^""^ ^^^^^^ suddenly hollow. Were we 
tSiat Of xnTce? ^ ""^"^^ mousetrap when there was no perceived 

J^^^^^"" "^^^t P^i'^^iPals we interviewed were typical or not, we 
cannot say; what we can say is that even caring, interested and 
supportive principals may not endorse changing teache? Jvalu^tiSn 
away from a direct instruction-based instrSment! evaluation 

Teachers' views: Missed Op portuni t i p.c; ^ 

discern the perspective of teachers, we conducted several 
intensive interviews of nine teachers who had established holistic 

Se%'j:en^d?s.'?ic?;'thef ^^^^"^^ evaluation\'LtrumiSs'iA 
thJsf ^Sachtrs i^tn h./ ^^P^.^=^"t^d were built on EEI components, 

ndS?:iSing-of ^Sici'^^t^ atS-cfa^^^^^^^^^ pra{tic™ 

principals ranged from mildly disinterested tS ant^vJw 
unsupportive. It was the consensus of these veteran teachS Tw^^ 
ranged m teaching experience from 6 to 20 ve^r^f ThJ? J- ^ ^ 

instruction assessment instruments i.dorJJd iy^'^^Lir" scSo^ 
districts and used by their principals were not valid? 

^r. „ "^Jk J^f^^^^= ^ho were evaluated by naive principals reported 
to us that they often constructed a direct instric?ion lesSn fSr 

aSdiJ^nf discounted" in their classr°°^s?^ 
n?oi!^ ' ^^^^ reported feeling unappreciated and unrecoqnTzed Is 

?n? ^^^^ ^^^^ they were doing Se very bes? 

for their students and would probably be rated ac= "r^orw?.. ?^ k 

discover how learning in holLtfc^ fnt'a^^^^^^^^ 

Delists and practices in their cl ac=c=>.ootnc= mu • ^^-^"^^ uxie±r 

^^^^^ 

strong need to receive recognition for and feedback about thei? 
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expressed. ' teacher so powerfully 



Implications 
Teacher Eva lu at. ion; Why Bother? 



instruction In their SlJssioo», !> ^ '"'^"5 change 

tlltt^knal """^ ^"^'""^"t for Ivaluating teaih^? 

?a??o-n LVtSS S^^B^''^^^^^ 
opportunity for self-refljction and Lofi ^'"^ 
realities. When teachers Professional growth become 

process , f ro:^"ael?lop;ent'^rhrough"\?:p^e™°en\at^^ evaluation 
evaluation instrument based on holistic inT/^JlV^^ ' I- '^^^^her 
tap the rich and complex environment c^aSrloms ""Tt wTs' " 

?mpSr\rnt"\h\'n^\S%'^^o'ci:fel ^on"l^ot^\^"^^~- 
Which it evolved. %rsr\1fe%nst?ul:nt^lrid^S:^°^ 

ttanl'^'^t^^''V-^'''^°"''"^^'^ teachers and evaluators 
ToT.T P-^^ticipants for agreement of form and 

hr^h^lL'tL^mrt'ltTsld aecision-ma.ing in 
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sophisticated enough to assess the complex environment, 
practices, and interactions in holistic, integrated 
classrooms. ' 

centered around the activities and learning of students, 
teachers, and the classroom environment 
revised as participants change and grow 

used to ameliorate the feelings of isolation often felt 
by teachers through fostering collegial interchanges. 

This process/ instrument would document the activities in holistic 
l^L.^^^%ll^llt;}ff^^^^^ and ^ guide instruction, and 



> 
> 




We saw that by solving this one problem, our teachers and 

cJeJ^e'^a ners'chonl'''"^- ^^^^ "^^^ ^^^^^^-^ usTow ?o 
create a new school environment with new roles for both of them — 

alSS So'foSndtvM^"'' "^"^/^ ^-y- that would 

alter profoundly their professional roles and responsibilities. 
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